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EXAMINER'S ANSWER 



This is in response to the appeal brief filed December 3, 2008 appealing from the Office 
action mailed May 15, 2008. 
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(1) Real Party in Interest 

A statement identifying by name the real party in interest is contained in the brief. 

(2) Related Appeals and Interferences 

The examiner is not aware of any related appeals, interferences, or judicial 
proceedings which will directly affect or be directly affected by or have a bearing on the 
Board's decision in the pending appeal. 

(3) Status of Claims 

The statement of the status of claims contained in the brief is correct. 

(4) Status of Amendments After Final 

No amendment after final has been filed. 

(5) Summary of Claimed Subject Matter 

The summary of claimed subject matter contained in the brief is correct. 

(6) Grounds of Rejection to be Reviewed on Appeal 

The appellant's statement of the grounds of rejection to be reviewed on appeal is 
substantially correct. The changes are as follows: a new ground of rejection is 
presented with respect to claims 1-6 and 13-17. 
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(7) Claims Appendix 

The copy of the appealed claims contained in the Appendix to the brief is correct. 

(8) Evidence Relied Upon 

US 2004/0002955 A1 Gadbois et al . 1 -2004 

US 2002/001 9827 A1 Shiman et al. 2-2002 

(9) Grounds of Rejection 

The following ground(s) of rejection are applicable to the appealed claims: 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) {current application priority date 
8/26/2002) as being unpatentable over Shiman et al. (US 2002/0019827 M, priority 
date 6/5/2000) ('Shiman') in view of Gadbois et al. (US 2004/0002955 A1 , filing date 
6/28/2002) ('Gadbois'). 
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With respect to claims 1 and 7, Shiman teaches: 

providing a database having object classes and attributes (paragraph 9); 

defining attributes of a specific type (primary keys) which correspond to a specific 
object class, each attribute unique to the specific object class to which the attribute 
belongs (paragraph 9); and 

generating an index based on the specific attribute types (paragraph 9). 

Shiman does not explicitly teach that the database is a part of a web services 
directory. 

Gadbois teaches information model mapping with shared directory tree 
representation (see abstract), in which he teaches using a database to provide a web 
services directory (paragraph 5 lines 14-25 and paragraph 24). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified Shiman by the teaching of Gadbois because a 
web services directory would enable a registry service to help support the storage and 
retrieval of data and enable authentication, which would provide secure access to 
Internet services and applications (Gadbois, paragraphs 24 and 25). The modification 
would also enable an improved method and system for storing and maintaining object- 
oriented data in an RDBMS, more particularly for storing and maintaining directory 
information objects, such as LDAP data, in an RDBMS. 

With respect to claims 2, 8 and 14, Shiman in view of Gadbois teaches wherein 
the object classes are a subclass of an abstract object class (Shiman, paragraph 9). 
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With respect to claims 3, 9 and 15, Shiman in view of Gadbois teaches wherein 
the specific object class relates to at least one of keyed references, names and classes 
(Shiman, paragraph 9; Gadbois, paragraph 38, paragraph 64). 

With respect to claims 4, 10 and 16, Shiman in view of Gadbois teaches wherein 
the object class is an auxiliary object class (Shiman, paragraph 9; Gadbois, paragraphs 
38-39, paragraph 47, paragraph 64). 

With respect to claims 5, 11 and 17, Shiman in view of Gadbois teaches wherein 
the auxiliary object class is a Publisher Assertion Keyed Reference (Gadbois, 
paragraphs 38-39, paragraph 47, paragraph 64). 

With respect to claims 6 and 12, Shiman in view of Gadbois teaches further 
comprising providing specific attributes which relate to one object class for a purpose of 
enhancing searching (Shiman, paragraphs 11 and 88; Gadbois, paragraph 25). 

With respect to claim 13, Shiman teaches: 

providing a database having a plurality of object classes, the plurality of object 
classes having a plurality of attributes, each attribute unique to an object class 
(paragraph 9); 
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defining a plurality of unique names for each of the plurality of attributes, each of 
the plurality of unique names (primary keys) uniquely identifying the object class to 
which a particular attribute belongs (paragraph 9); and 

generating an index based on the plurality of unique names (paragraph 9). 

Shiman does not explicitly teach that the database is a part of a web services 
directory. 

Gadbois teaches information model mapping with shared directory tree 
representation (see abstract), in which he teaches a web services directory (paragraph 
5 lines 14-25 and paragraph 24). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified Shiman by the teaching of Gadbois because a 
web services directory would enable a registry service to help support the storage and 
retrieval of data and enable authentication, which would provide secure access to 
Internet services and applications (Gadbois, paragraphs 24 and 25). 

(10) Response to Argument 

Claims 1, 3-5, 7, 9-11, 13 and 15-17- Shiman-Gadbois Combination 

Applicant argues that the proposed Shiman-Gadbois combination does not 
disclose, teach, or suggest "defining attributes of a specific type which correspond to a 
specific object class, each attribute unique to the specific object class to which the 
attribute belongs." Examiner disagrees. According to paragraph 9, Shiman teaches 
that an object class defines a type of object comprised of certain attributes, and further 
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that objects are discrete manifestations of object classes. Shiman further teaches that 
every object can by indexed by the value of its primary key attribute, which is a unique 
name for the object. Therefore, each defined attribute (primary key attribute) is specific 
to its object class, and each primary key attribute is unique to the specific object class. 

Applicant argues that Shiman only indicates that an object class includes certain 
attributes and that the collection of these attributes values may be used to uniquely 
identify the object, and that this is not analogous to disclosing that only one object class 
includes certain attributes. However, there are no limitations in the claims that require 
only one object class to include certain attributes. Applicant's claim language requires 
defined attributes of a specific type to correspond to a specific object class, and that 
each defined attribute be unique to the specific object class to which it belongs. Thus, 
Shiman's primary key attributes represent defined attributes of a specific type, which 
correspond to a specific object class (i.e. the object class to which the object belongs), 
and each primary key attribute value is a unique name for the object. Every object 
belongs to an object class, and thus the chosen primary key attribute represents an 
unique, defined attribute for a particular object class. The value of the primary key 
attribute relates to a particular object, and not the actual primary key attribute. For 
example, an employee object class may have social security number as its primary key 
attribute. An object of the object class, such as John, would have a specific primary key 
attribute value such as a SSN of 1 23-45-6789. Thus contrary to Applicant's argument, 
the primary key attribute is unique to the object class, and the value of the primary key 
attribute is specific to the object. 
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Further, in response to the Examiner's Advisory Action mailed August 13, 2008 
Applicant argues that a primary key attribute having a value of "red hair" does not 
uniquely identify a person. However, in the advisory action the Examiner only used the 
object class "people" and primary attribute "hair color" as examples to show the 
difference between object classes, objects, primary key attributes and the values of 
primary key attributes, and not to show "hair color" as an actual primary key attribute. 
Shiman does not explicitly recite the primary key attribute for the object class people, 
however he does recite that every object has a primary key attribute value that uniquely 
identifies an object, thus meaning that every object class has a primary key attribute 
that uniquely identifies the object class. 

Thus, Shiman does in fact teach defining attributes of a specific type which 
correspond to a specific object class, each attribute unique to the specific object class to 
which the attribute belongs. Each primary key attribute represents a defined attribute 
for a particular object class, and further each primary key attribute is unique to the 
specific object class to which it belongs. By definition, a primary key is a unique 
identifier of an object class, thus in order for a primary key attribute to uniquely identify a 
particular object class, the primary key attribute can only be used for that single object 
class and not for other object classes. Therefore, it is clear that the primary key 
attributes of Shiman are unique to the specific object class to which the attribute 
belongs. 

Applicant further argues that one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made would not have been motivated to combine the cited references. 
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Examiner disagrees. In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to 
combine the references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be 
established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the 
claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so 
found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one 
of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 
1988) and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, 
the motivation was found in the references themselves. Both Shiman and Gadbois are 
directed to storage and retrieval of stored objects. More specifically, Shiman teaches 
managing various document versions in a centralized document repository, and 
Gadbois teaches a registry service for managing relationships between entities 
(objects). Thus it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to have modified Shiman by the teaching of Gadbois to 
enable Shiman to use a registry service to support storage and retrieval of the various 
document versions. This would further enable authentication, which would provide 
secure access to Internet services and applications providing documents. The 
modification would also enable an improved method and system for storing and 
maintaining object-oriented data in an RDBMS, more particularly for storing and 
maintaining directory information objects, such as LDAP data, in an RDBMS. 
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Claims 2, 8 and 14 - Shiman-Gadbois Combination 

Applicant argues that the proposed Shiman-Gadbois combination does not teach 
or suggest that "the object classes are a subclass of an abstract class." Examiner 
disagrees. Shiman teaches a relational database having object classes (paragraph 8- 
1 0). The database name or filename of the database having database objects may be 
considered the abstract object class; and therefore all of the object classes stored in the 
database are considered subclasses of the abstract object class (i.e. database name or 
filename). Furthermore, as explained in the 103 rejection, Gadbois teaches using a 
database to provide a web services directory, and he further teaches a directory tree. It 
is clear that the directory has object classes and subclasses. For example, Figure 2 
shows an abstract object class "Host" having object classes as subclasses, i.e. 
Organization, Business Services, and Publisher Assertions. Thus it is clear the Shiman- 
Gadbois combination teaches the object classes are a subclass of an abstract class. 

Applicant again argues that the Shiman-Gadbois combination is improper. 
However, as explained above the Examiner disagrees. Please see the remarks above 
regarding the Shiman-Gadbois combination. 

Claims 6 and 12 - Shiman-Gadbois Combination 

Lastly Applicant argues that the Shiman-Gadbois combination fails to teach 
providing specific attributes which relate to one object class for a purpose of enhancing 
searching. The Examiner disagrees. Shiman teaches that specific attributes, such as 
primary keys, are used to index object classes, and he further teaches the use of 
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databases for search and retrieval. Therefore, the attributes are used for enhanced 
searching. Also, the intended use of the attributes does not necessarily limit the claim. 

As explained above, a defined attribute (primary key) uniquely identifies the 
object class to which it belongs and the value of the primary key uniquely identifies a 
particular object. Applicant argues that disclosing that an object class includes certain 
attributes is not analogous to providing specific attributes which relate to one object 
class. The Examiner disagrees. Claims 6 and 12 do not recite that specific attributes 
relate to only one object class, but instead recites that the attributes relate to one object 
class, which when given its broadest reasonable interpretation only requires that the 
attributes relate to at least one object class. Thus, the specific attributes name, hair 
color and height relate to one object class (people). 

Shiman further teaches that descriptive keywords (specific attributes) are 
intended to serve as identifiers for groups and documents (object classes), and that 
documents can be linked to descriptive keywords (i.e. attributes related to an object 
class) so that searches are faster and search results are relevant (paragraph 88). Thus 
the Shiman-Gadbois combination teaches providing specific attributes which relate to 
one object class for a purpose of enhancing searching. 

Applicant again argues that the Shiman-Gadbois combination is improper. 
However, as explained above the Examiner disagrees. Please see the remarks above 
regarding the Shiman-Gadbois combination. 
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(11) Related Proceeding(s) Appendix 

No decision rendered by a court or the Board is identified by the examiner in the 
Related Appeals and Interferences section of this examiner's answer. 

For the above reasons, it is believed that the rejections should be sustained. 

/Alicia Lewis/ 
Art Unit 2164 

Conferees: 
/James Trujillo/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2169 



/Charles Rones/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2164 



